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PER CURI AM

John Bradford Bond pleaded guilty to conspiracy to distribute
nmet hanphetamne, in violation of 21 U S C. 88 841(a) and 846, and was
sentenced to 210 nonths inprisonnent. On appeal Bond chall enges the
voluntariness of his guilty plea and a sentence enhancenent for his role
in the offense under U S. S.G § 3Bl.1(a). W reject his argunments and
af firm



Bond argues that his plea was involuntary because at the plea hearing
his counsel estinmated that Bond woul d be subject to a guidelines sentencing
range of 121 to 151 nonths. H's argunent is wthout nerit. A defense
counsel's erroneous estimte of a guidelines sentence does not render an
ot herwi se voluntary plea involuntary. United States v. Rhodes, 913 F.2d
839, 843 (10th Cir. 1990), cert. denied, 498 U S. 1122 (1991); cf. United

States v. Fortney, 957 F.2d 629, 631 (8th Cr.) (per curiam ("government's
incorrect estimate of [defendant's] crimnal history category" does not

necessarily "render[] the guilty plea invalid"'), cert. denied, 506 U S. 902
(1992). In this case, before accepting Bond's guilty plea, the district
court! conplied with the requirenents of Fed. R Crim P. 11. Anong ot her
things, the court advised Bond that the guidelines would determine his
sentence unless the statute overrode the guidelines. The court further
advi sed that the statutory mini mum sentence was ten years and the nmaxi num
sentence was life. W note that "[i]n accepting [Bond's] guilty plea, the
district court was not obligated to inform [Bond] of the applicable
gui deli ne range or the actual sentence he would receive." United States
v. Marks, 85 F.3d 396, 398 (8th Gr.), cert. denied, 117 S. C. 205 (1996).

Followi ng his plea and before sentencing, Bond filed a pro se notion
to withdraw his guilty plea. At the sentencing hearing, the court asked
Bond whet her he wanted to be heard on the notion. He said no and wi thdrew
the nmotion. On appeal Bond argues that the court erred in allowing himto
withdraw his pro se notion, asserting that he had i nadequate representation
We need not address this argunent, since Bond failed to raise the issue
below. In any event, even if Bond's notion to
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wi t hdraw had been before the district court, the court would not have abused
its discretion in rejecting it. "A defendant's nisapprehension of the
application of the Guidelines to his sentencing does not constitute a fair
and just reason for withdrawing a plea so long as the defendant was told the
range of potential punishnment and that the Quidelines would be applied to
determ ne his sentence.” United States v. Burney, 75 F.3d 442, 445 (8th
CGr. 1996). "This remains true even where such a msunderstanding is based

on an erroneous estinmation by defense counsel." |d.

In this case, it appears that counsel's m scal cul ati on was based on
his belief that Bond woul d not receive an enhancenent for his role in the
of fense under U S. S.G § 3Bl.1(a), which provides a four-level enhancenent
"[i]f the defendant was an organi zer or | eader of a crimnal activity that
i nvolved five or nore participants or was otherw se extensive." However,
the plea agreenent specifically informed Bond that the district court at the
time of sentencing woul d deci de whet her the enhancenent appli ed.

Contrary to Bond's argunent on appeal, the district court did not err
in inposing the enhancenent. Bond does not challenge the scope of the
activity, but argues that the governnent failed to prove that he was an
organi zer or leader. W disagree. "The terns 'organizer' and 'l eader' are
to be broadly interpreted.” United States v. Qierra, 113 F.3d 809, 820 (8th
Cir. 1997). "Factors the court should consider include the exercise of

deci sion naking authority, the nature of participation in the comr ssion
of the offense, . . . and the degree of control and authority exercised over
others." US S .G § 3Bl.1, application note 4. At the sentencing hearing

an undercover officer testified that Bond "was at the top with individuals
underneath that were distributing nethanphetamn ne." In particular, the
of ficer noted that Bond "fronted" drugs,



mai nt ai ned control over the proceeds, required distributors to "pair up" for
safety, and directed the activities of a "nmule." Because the district
court's finding that Bond was an organi zer or |eader is supported by the
evidence, it is not erroneous. See, e.qg., Querra, 113 F.3d at 820.

Accordingly, we affirm
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